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REMARKS 

This amendment is submitted in response lo the Final Office action of July 14, 2005 and 
Notice of Panel Decision from Pre-Appeal Review dated February 2, 2006, and in view of the 
concurrently filed Request for Continued Examination. 

Claims 1-9, 12, 14-17, 19-24, 27-48, 51, 53-60 and 63 are pending in the instant 
application. Claims 28-39 were withdrawn in a previous Action. Claims 1-9, 12, 14-17, 19-24, 
27, 4(M8, 5 1 , 53-60 and 63 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C 103 as being allegedly 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,122,503 issued to Daly in view of U.S. Patent No, 6,41 8,306 
issued to MeConnell. Claims 1, 9, 14, 20, 40, 42, 48, 53, and 57 have been amended. Claim 56 
has been cancelled. The Applicants submit thai claims 1-9, 12, 14-17, 19-24, 27, 40-48, 51, 53- 
55, 57-60, and 63 arc in condition for allowance and respectfully request reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the outstanding rejections. No new matter has been entered by this amendment. 

The Examiner slates with respect to claim 1 that Daly teaches or makes obvious all of the 
failures iccited therein. In addition, since Daly is relied on by the Examiner as teaching 
transmissions performed via 18-41 technologies, the Examiner introduces MeConnell as 
allegedly teaching communications transmissions using SS7 technologies. 

The Applicants respectfully traverse Ihe rejection of claim 1 because neither Daly, nor 
MeConnell, alone or in combination, teach or make obvious each of the features recited therein. 
Amended claim I recites, in part, "transmitting a third item of information to the wireless device 
only in response to the icccipt of the second item or in formation, and only if the wireless device 
is associated with a targeted subscriber in the concerned database, wherein the third item of 
information is related to the first item of information; providing an entry in a pending database 
after the third item of information has been sent to the wireless device; and tracking the 

13 

1H,L-0>I7 

PAGE 16/19 ' RCVDAT 312120064:25:42 PM [Eastern Standard Time] ' SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-2/9 ' DNIS:2738300 * CSID:3602860115 < DURATION (mm-ss):05-36 



MAR-02-2006 THU 05:45 PM CANTOR COLBURN LLP FAX NO. 8602860115 P. 



pendency of the entry in the pending database for determining a period of time elapsed since 
the transmitting a third item of information where no acknowledgement of receipt of the third 
item of information has been received from the wireless device/' No new matter has been 
entered by Ihis amendment. Support maybe found throughout the Applicants* specification and, 
in particular, on page 8, paragraph 0017 and in paragraph 0057. 

Daly and McConncll, cither alone or in combination, are entirely devoid of teaching or 
making obvious those failures. Daly provides certain tracking functions (c.g„ if the MS is 
inactive, then a flag in the .subscriber profile is set to indicate that an OAP message is wailing to 
he delivered to the MS and the delivery pending flag is cleared when the OAP message is 
successfully delivered (page 6, lines 55-62)), However, there is no disclosure (or even 
suggestion) in Daly or tracking a pendency of the entry in the database for determining a period 
of time elapsed since transmitting the information as recited in claim 1. Thus, Daly teaches only 
the use of an OAP flag to track the transmission of information to the MS and successful 
delivery of the information (i.e., flag is cleared), bul docs not include tracking an amount of time 
elapsed since ihe transmission whereby no acknowledge of receipt has been received. 
McConncll does not teach or suggest these features. McConnell is non-analogous art in that it is 
directed to a process of notifying telephone users of the receipt/deletion of messages in a 
voicemni! or messaging system. McConnell is not even remotely related to the Applicants 
invention. As Daly docs not recite the features recited in claim 1 as provided above, the 
Applicants submit that the introduction of McConncll would not cure the deficiencies of Daly. 
Because neither Daly nor McConnell, either alone or in combination, teach or make obvious 
cadi and every feature recited in Applicants' claim 1, the Applicants submit that claim 1 
pateniahly defines over Daly and McConnell. In addition, claims 14, 20, and 40 each recites 
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features llmt are subsLanlially similar to those of claim 1 , Accordingly, for the reasons set forth 
above with respect lo claim 1, Ihc Applicants submil thai claims 14, 20, and 40 arc also 
patentable over Daly in view of McConncll. Claims 2-9 and 12 depend from what should be an 
allowahlo claim I. Claims 15-17 and 19 depend from what should be an allowable claim 14. 
Claims 21-24 and 27 depend from what should be an allowable claim 20. Claims 41 -48 and 51 
depend from what should bo an allowable claim 40. For at least these reasons, the Applicants 
submit Ihal claims 2-9, 12, 1 5-17, 19, 21-24, 27, 21-24 and 27 arc in condition for allowance and 
respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the outstanding rejections. 

Claim 53 has been amended to include features recited in cancelled claim 56. Claim 53 
recites in part, "wherein the system marks the concerned database of the wireless device as 
unable lo return an acknowledgement of successful completion of the updated information afler 
the wireless device has made a specified number of unsuccessful attempts to return the 
acknowledgement.' 1 The Examiner slates on page 5 of the Final Office Action that the features 
relating lo the specific databases (pending, concerned and history) are rendered obvious by Daly. 
1 knvever, the Kxsmiincr fails to point out where in Daly the features directed to determining a 
specified number of unsuccessful altempls for returning an acknowledgement and, upon reaching 
the .specified number, updating a database to reflect .said attempts. Upon a review of Daly, the 
Applicants were unable lo locate such reference. The Applicants submit that claim 53, which as 
amended includes the features recited in cancelled claim 56, is patentable over Daly in view of 
McCnnncN at least for the reasons presented above. Claims 54-60 and 63 depend from what 
should be an allowable claim. For at least Ihcse reasons, the Applicants submit that claims 53-60 
and 63 are in condition for allowance and respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of 
the outstanding rejections. 
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lit view of the foregoing, it is urged that the final rejection of claims 1-9, 12, 14-17, 1 
27, 40-51, 53-00, 63 be overturned. The final rejection is in error and should be reversed. T 
fro sol forth in 37 Cl f R 41 .20(b)(1) is enclosed herewith, inhere are any additional charges 
respect to (his Ilcqiicsl, or otherwise, please charge llicm lo Deposit Account No. 06-1 130. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CI I ARLES M. LINK 11, HT AL. 

CANTOR COLBURN LLP 
Applicants' Attorneys 



Maris* J. Dubucf 
Registration No. 46,673 
Confirmation No. 8769 
Customer No. 36192 



Dale; March 2, 2006 

Addwss: 55 Griffin Road South, Bloomfictd, CT 06002 
Telephone No: (860) 286-2929 
Fax No: (860)286 0115 
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